a single lot for the Lord. “And one lot for Azazel,” meaning that here 
there is only a single lot for Azazel [and neither may be exchanged for 
the other]. 


II:4: As to the priestly frontispiece, on it was written, “Holy to the 
Lord.” “Holy” was written below, and “the Lord” was written above. 


II:5: “And Aaron shall cast lots upon the two goats” (Lev. 16:8). Ifa 
non-priest did it, it is validly done. And along these same lines, if a 
non-priest brought up the lots, is it invalid? It is an argument a fortiori 
[that it should be valid]: If in the case of placing the lots on the goats, 
in which case Scripture explicitly refers to the sons of Aaron, if a non- 
priest placed the lots, it is a valid deed, then in the matter of bringing 
up the lots, in which case Scripture does not refer to the sons of Aaron 
at all; if a non-priest should bring up the lots, is it not an argument a 
fortiori that it should be valid? 


a. II:6: “One for the Lord” (Lev. 16:8): This serves to encompass the 
goat that is sent away, subjecting the goat to the rule of 
invalidation if it is not of the proper age. [That is, the animal for 
the sin-offering must be of a certain age; both goats must be of that 
age, so that either one may serve. ] 


II:7: The two goats required for the Day of Atonement which one 
slaughtered outside of the Temple court — there is a Tannaite 
authority who teaches that he is liable. And there is a Tannaite 
authority who teaches that he is exempt. “[There is no conflict between 
these opinions,]’” said R. Hisda. “He who maintains that one is liable 
deals with a case in which the goat which is not to be prepared inside 
is the one which he has offered up. “The one who maintains that he is 
exempt speaks of a case in which the man offered up the goat which 
was to be prepared inside the Temple court.” 


11:8: Bun bar Hiyya asked before R. Zeirah: “If one slaughtered the 
bullock before he cast lots for the goats, what is the law as to his being 
liable [for not following the proper order of the rite of the day]?” He 
said to him, “Let us derive the answer from the following: The bullock 
is indispensable to the rite of the goat, the goat is indispensable to the 
rite of the bullock. “That is to say, if one slaughtered the bullock 
before he cast lots, he is liable. If you say that he is exempt, then the 
passage should read: ‘The goat is not indispensable to the rite of the 
bullock.” [If one performed one of the rites of the former after doing a 
rite connected to the latter, the whole is invalid. Each must be done in 
proper order in relation to the other. ] 


